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Timothy P. Galante 
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Typed or printed Theresa M. Palrnateer 
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Examiner 
Pico, Eric E. 


Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. No amendments are being filed 
with this request. 


This request is being filed with a notice of appeal. 


The review is requested for the reason(s) stated on the attached sheet(s). 
Note: No more than five (5) pages may be provided. 
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|~ | applicant/Inventor. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 


Applicant: 


Timothy P. Galante 


Serial Number: 


10/577,871 


Filed: 


04/28/2006 


Group Art Unit: 


3654 


Examiner: 


Pico, Eric E. 


Title: 


ELEVATOR DOOR OPERATOR AND INTERLOCK 
ARRANGEMENT 


REQUEST FOR PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REVIEW 


Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P. O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Applicants respectfully request pre-appeal brief review because there is no prima facie 

case against any of Applicants' claims. 

The rejection under 35 UJS.C. §103 of claims 1-3, 6-10 and 
13-16 based npon the proposed combination of 
Kurimoto and Walter must be withdrawn. 

There is no prima facie case of obviousness for several reasons. 

First, the Examiner attributes elements to the Kurimoto reference that are not there. The 
Examiner contends that the element labeled 18* in Kurimoto is an elevator car door. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. There is nothing in the Kurimoto reference that indicates that the element 
labeled 18', which is not described in the specification of Kurimoto, is an elevator car door. The 
only door (or door panels) described in the Kurimoto reference are the "doors of the elevator 
shaft which when closed form part of the wall of the shaft" indicated by numerals 1, 2 and T in 
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the Kurimoto reference. (Page 1, lines 66-68) There is nothing in the Kurimoto reference to 
indicate that the element labeled 18' is anything other than a wall of the car frame and there is no 
indication that it is a door. 

The Examiner points to column 4, line 85 but that portion of the reference is describing 
the shaft doors, which are not elevator car doors. 

Even if it were somehow possible to consider the element 18' to be a door, there is 
nothing in the reference to support the Examiner's position that the motor 19 is a door mover for 
moving the element 18'. There is nothing within the Kurimoto reference that in any way indicates 
that the motor 19 has any effect on any hypothetical movement of the undescribed element 
labeled 18'. Therefore, even if the Examiner were correct that the element 18' is a cabin door, 
the motor 19 does not correspond to a door mover for moving a cabin door. The Examiner does 
not even contend that the motor 19 moves the element 18' but instead acknowledges that the 
motor 19 is used only for moving the doors of the elevator shaft 1, 2, 2'. 

Therefore, even if the Examiner's proposed combination of the Kurimoto and Walter 
references could be made, there is no prima facie case of obviousness because there is nothing 
within that combination that corresponds to a door mover for moving the undescribed element 
18* in the Kurimoto reference. Without that, it is impossible to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness. 

Additionally, the proposed combination cannot be made. MPEP 2143.01(VI) indicates 
that a proposed modification or combination of prior art that would change the principle of 
operation of the prior art being modified is not permitted when attempting to manufacture a 
prima facie case of obviousness. In this instance, the Examiner's proposed combination would 
change the principle of operation of the Kurimoto reference. That reference uses a motor 19 and 
a manually moveable lever to engage the shaft of the motor 19 with the chain mechanism for 
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moving the shaft door. The principle of operation of the Kurimoto reference is to have a person 
inside the elevator car manipulate the handle 24c to cause selective movement of the shaft doors 
1, 2 and T between open and closed positions. 

If one were to attempt to substitute in the clutch mechanism C of the Walter reference to 
provide some engagement between a hypothetical cabin door 18' and the shaft door 1 in the 
Kurimoto reference for purposes of moving the shaft doors 1, 2, 2\ that would change the 
principle of operation of that reference. Therefore, the Examiner's proposed combination cannot 
be made. Regardless of how one interprets the undescribed element 18' in the Kurimoto 
reference, the proposed combination of that reference with the Walter reference does not 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness because it cannot be made. 

The rejection of claims 1-3, 6-10 and 13-16 under 35 U.S.C §103 must be withdrawn. 

The rejection of claims 4, 5, 11 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. §103 
based upon the proposed combination of the Kurimoto, 
Walter and Shalil references must be withdrawn. 

As already explained, the base combination of Kurimoto and Walter cannot be made. 

Even if it could, it does not include the elements that the Examiner contends would be in the 

combination. The proposed addition of the Shalit reference does not remedy the defects in the 

base combination and there is no prima facie case of obviousness. The rejection of claims 4, 5, 

11 and 12 must be withdrawn. 

Respectfully submitted, 
CARLSON, GASKEY & OLDS 


Dated: December 17, 2008 
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